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. " CONTEXTUAL - EXAMINATION OF TEST USE:
THE TEST, THE SETTING, THE COST

Joan L. Herman & Jennie Yeh (
There is Tittle doubt that testing in American schooling is increasing
in both scope and visibility. Federal program requirements, school board .-

accountability concerns, national and regional assessment needs, state-
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mandated minimum competency requirements, and the expansion of curriculum-
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* embedded test{ng programs have increased the amount of testing. A few
Afigaags attest to this growth. KirKland (1971) reported that 75 million ° )
standardiiedhtésts were takea‘iq 1954 by individuals in eddcatidﬁa] }nstituj
\tiaﬁsi Goslin (1963) reported that-in 1961 the figure had increased to
100 million abiligy tests per yjf; Passage of the Elementary and Secondary
Educat1on Act of 1966, with its a tendant spec1a1 programs, c]ear]y 1ed‘to ;
more standard1zed testing. Although the exact magn1tude is unknown, we do .

"know ‘that a child takes an average of six full standard1zed ach1evement
test batteries before’pe or she graduaaes from high school (Houts, 1975).

We also know (GAO; i975) that at least 90% of the local education agencies

'throughout the country adm1n1ster standardized, norm-referenced tests to

ch11dren within their’purview. In addition, 42 states conduct a state
assissment program (fauffmanﬁ 1979), and 37 states have adoptéd minimum
‘competencyy legislation (Gorth, 1979); such efforts lead to additional \E
yearly testina for students at various grade Jevels. . :
As with most highly visible astiVities, testing also has become the
subject of much controversy, and the legal and political systems have

¥  entered the debate. Proponents, fof their part, have argued that tests
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; . serve a variety of impo%tant purposeé,'cah contribute tu educationa] quality

control, are an important tool for providing individualized insfruction‘for
stqdentﬁ, ann nan contribute to fnproved educational/decis{on-makﬁng. 'Critics,'
: 6n the other hand, pave decried™the arbitrariness of current testing practices
é; . (Bakeﬁg 1980; Herman & Yeh, 1980), have accuged them of bias, and hnve
: questioned their aopropriateness to the changing functions of educat{on " 22
YTy]er, 1977). The quality of ava11able tests continues to be controversial s
; ,.' - (Hoepfner et al., 1976 Na]ker et al.,” 1979; Huron Institute, 1978), and »§
. ' moratorims have been called. for (NEA, n.d.). ' ' |
é" . _ Despite the great controversy that surrounds testing and its potent1a1
‘uses and abuses, there is little emp1v1ca1 information available about the
nature of testing as it actually accurs and is used (or not used) in schoo]s.

The Test Use Project at ‘the Center for the Study of Evaluation sgéks to fill

this gap_and answer basic questions about tests and schoo11ng. Phase I of

administrators.,’

C1ear1y, the policy toward test1ng in th1s country has been one of
accret1on but the full magn1tude is undocumented The CSE Tést Use Project
was designed to provide such documentaticn: How much testing is going on
'in schools? ‘hat tynes of tests are being administered and with what-
frequency? These are centra1'questions that the study addresses.

To provide a rich deﬁéniption~of the testing pheromenon in Ameriqan

_schools, the Test Use Project also considers these additional questions:

v

: the project is culminating in a national survey of teachers and school =~




Studies d decade ago.reported little interest in or o
utilization of test results (Goslin, 1967). Several ‘ i
more recent local studies similarly report that- . LA
teachers rely little on the results of standaidized

tests (Boyd, et al., 1975; Yeh, 1978). What is the

current picture of use on the nat1ona1 level? . Have

newer forms of testing (e.g., minimum-competen xb . '
cr1ter.on-referenced) influenced patterns of use

1. To what extent are tests actually used in schools? : S
2. Nhat contextua] .factors~influence the admin1strat1on of
tests and the use ef tests for ‘instructional
decision=making? Prev19us studies suggest that
demographic factors, teacher training, and instruc-
tional-alternatives affect use. (See for example, -
Goslin’, 1967; Yeh, 1978; Cramer & Slakter, 1968.)-
Retent research perSpect1Ves ‘in- measurement, change, )

and psychology suggest-other potent1a11y ‘potent factors. "
Finally, we felt a coordinate question also must be asked: What does

. .

the testing entenprjse cost? How much money is spent annually in buying,

. scoring, and administering formal tests?' What other costs, inqluding staff .

ana_facilities,,ane necessary to support.testiné? Furthermore, where do

funds go? Nhat proportion. is spent on test purchase, consultant use, com-

puter use, etc.? On the more inferentia] Tevel, what are regarded as ) ‘t

opportunity costs of testing b; teachers7 What 1s foregone, and what
'psycholog1ca1 costs, 1f any, are 1mposed7 Only by coordinating 1nfbrma-x

twon about test d1str1but1on the resu]ts, and the costs assoc1ated with
' the entire effort can a sounder basis for public policy be developed.

Q]ea;ly, e;sound policy Qoufa seek to 0ptjmize the utility and minimize

the costs of testing', :

To or1ng 1nto better focus the e]aborate picture we wanted to frame,

. a pre11m1nary mode] was posed (see f;;ure 1y. The model suggested ‘that in

order to understand test1ng practices, we need to have, for each type of R

test adm1n1stered some 1nformat1on about the intended purposes, the .
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characteristics of the test itself, the context of admini%tration, the

\actual use 6f results, and the costs. Such a-framework énables us to hot

oniy describe the;nature'of testing, bu? in addition, to explore the

relationships betweén and within the compﬁnents Specified.
‘ FIGURE 1

[

. . -Framework for Inquiry

TYPE OF ACHIEVEMENT TEST o

Intended The Test Context of Actual Use of - .
. Purposes Itself ‘Testing Test Results Costs”t Testing
. .First Order :| | . Source | . Demographic . First Order_ . Financial
. Second Orden<_4>v History _| . Social b Second Order, . Opportunity
. Third Order .. Inherent . OrganizationST . Third Order . Psychotogical
Features .. Administrative N
I . Resources ' “
}
Q

The fypes ofﬁtesﬁs'included witﬁjngour domain of inquiry were those. of
. achievement, including, for examp]e;'standardized norm-referenced tests,
'criterioﬁ-referenced tests,-chricu]um_enbedded tests, teacher-made tests,
and infprma] teacher assesapen#s. For the'intended, i.e., by the iﬁﬁfiator
df‘Phe test, and actual use of test results, we aecided to focus primari]y‘
on those uses related to instructional decision-making, e.g., student
placement, curriculum planning and revision.
‘ Qescriptive‘characteristics of the test itself included the source of
the test, its history, and inherent features. By source, we referred to

the p?oéess of develcpment and the recency of the test. For example, was

<
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the test developed with broad participation from teachers, cpmmunit& members,
and administratorsX Was the test developed to measure particq]ér program

1

or curricular objectives? How long has the test been &Hmjnistered? '
Inherent features of the test characteri{e the test instr&meat, for example,
tést 1ength2 ease of administration, specif%city of descriptidn3‘perqeivéd
-validity”and reliability, etc. The "Test Itself" component was intendéd to
address the fssue of "What is the nagure of tests fha} are chrdé?t1y being

administered?”" . .o

&

The "Context of Testing" component'addressgd the question "}n what ~
séttings are tests administered?", and iné1yded demogragbic,'socia1,
organizational, and resource factors. Demographic factors {nc]uded such
variables.as the socioeconomic status of stufents and the range of Spe;ia1
programs at the school site. The social coiitext 6% testing cOnsjdered the
) atfitudes of ‘participants ; e.g., teachers ang-principals, toward tesfing,

its utility and importance, and the political environment, e.qg., the visi-

bility of test results, and the likely political conséquences'of tHQ;e

£Y

%§§Fu1ts, Organizational factors included structures for decisioﬁ-ﬁa ing, .,

'*E d school, district, and classroom organizational patterns that might
v .
provide links between testing and instruction, e.g., staff development,

grouping patterns. The Sp?gf??zfzsptext of administration d%scribgg'factors
such as the frequency of testing, and the immediacy of feedback of Tesults.
Finally, resources included the district, school, and-classroom shﬁports

that -offer instructional a]ternatives, e.g., aides, specialists, veriety _
N L3 .4
cf materials. L

< .

The  "Cost of Testing" tomponent considered, as already mentioned,

—
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cospé of tests, including purchase, deye]bpment, staff costs, scoring, ,‘
reporting, etc., at the district ard school levels. Opportunity costs

were conceptualized in terms of student and staff time, and in‘activities

at a1l levels that are foregone because of testing. In psychological costs,
we were‘interested in affective consequances for teacheés and stydents,

3' e.g., efficacy, motivation; anxiety, sense of fairness. ‘

o rd

" This preé&minany framework operationalized our initial ‘view of the

‘s

nature of test practices; and might be used to generat? many research

%ypotheses. For example, given the testing requirements of specially '

funded 5?6érams, it is 1ike1y‘that frequency o% te§tin§ would be negatively

. related to socioeconomic ;tatus-(another context factor). In addition, on

'm . the basis of the 1iterqture (Goslin, 1967; Yeh, 1978), o;e might hypothesize

‘-Q“that the closer the source o% a tesé—to the teacher (a desé?iptive charac-
teristic), the more likely a teacher would be to use the resﬁ]ts of tests
for in§¥ructiona1‘p1anning.

+ Obvijously, thereare a multitude of hypotheses that could be derived
from- the model, many more than the study could éxp]ore adequately. The
design phase of the study was intended to harrow the focus, identif; the N
‘most promising‘h¥potheses, and operationalize bétter the~va§iab1es under

study. The other papersin this volume discuss some of the results of our

work.
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. 9
” * THE CONDUCT OF TESTING
vl r0M THE CLASSRQOM fERSPECTIVE
. % Don Dorr-Bremme N ’
~Charlotte M. Lazar-Morrison. C ., >
James D Lehman . Lt

As part of the work described in the preceding paper, the Test Use .

. Project 1nterv1ewed forty four eiementary and secondary classroom teachers

as well as seven principals and. a number .of other scheol personnel to
determine how practitioners think about.and :use the results of student

achievement tesfinq Those 1nterv1ews were conducted in nine schoo]s

across three districts The interviews attempted to investigaté a varietv

" of questions regarding practitioners use of evaludtion techniques in order

to add. in the development of the Test Use Project survey instrument that

»

wou]d later be administeredsnationWide to teachers and pronc1pa]s One .. ..

*_of the primary purposes of this preliminary fieldwork was to get an idea

of the range of aSSessment dev1ces being given by e]ementary and secondary

teachers Arother area of lnvestigation was, the time t°achers actua11y

M)

spend evaiuating their students. Some of the results and conc1u51ons that
were drawn- from, the interviews concerning the above questions\are_presented
here.

General Findings

Across the nine schools in .the three districts visited, a W1de range

of assessment techniques was evident. It is important to note, at the out-

- set, that resoondents referenced these aimost always by their proper names'i”

- or by vernacular variants of proper names. That is, they rarely talked

“"dabout "norm-referenced tests," "criterion-referenced tests," "objectives

_ based tests," “curriculum-embedded tests," etc. . Instead, they spoke about




"the Ginn placement," “the CTB$," “the Key Math," "th.. state matrix test,"

v

the "Sucher-Allred," and so on. When respondents did refer to kinds of
Ry o f

tests, most often,they gave them functional.class names, e.g., “diagnostic

—

test," "placement tests,” "pre-tests,” "Unit-tests," "semester finals,"
"the competency tedts." E;Ceptions were "standardiZed tests," "minimum - - - ;E?
competency tests," and "District tests" (or the "district testing pro-

gram," which referred to district—developed continuum-ofLobJectives-based ' - f

)
L]

measures in the particular sites Vlslted).'
These observations are important in that they had obvious imp]ications-'

for our §urvey insfrument development. But they are also noted here to

ca]l attention to the fact -that the typo]oqy £ tests and other techniques -

used in this reoort is one deve]oped by the researchers using categories

salient to the practitioners interviewed.

As expected, a wide range of assessﬁent techniques was reported by the
teachers.from the nine schools. These 44 teachers (22 elementary and -22
secondary) collectively mentioned the use of eight categories of assess-
ment devices for a total of 351 Citations which is more than likely a
1ow approximation of the actual amount The assessment categories as well
as the number of citations of assessments in that category (in parentheses)'
fo]low;i standardized tests (43), curriculum-embedded tests (63), district

objective—based;tests (19); minimum competency tests (12), school-

departmental, and/or grdde-level tests (17&, teacher-constructed tests (1oi),

AR ., - s T

diagnostic 1nstruments (11), and "other" evaluation techniques (75). The
"other" category included such techniques as homework, worksheets, conferen—

ces, book reports, discussions, observations, etc. - .




As can be seen from the above frequencies, teacher-constructed tests

and "other" evaluation techniques were cited most often by the teachers

" interviewed, a finding which is fairTy consonant with Yeh's (1978) conclu-

s1on that curr1cu1um—enbedded tests and teacher-made tests are used to a
much greater degree than standardized tests, but despite h1gh frequency of
testing, teachers are more likely to use personal observations and 1nterac-
tions with_students‘than test results to assess studént's progress. -This

latter point was not reflected in the fregiencies given above but it is

" possible that many of the teaéhers, and especially those at. the elementary -

Jdevel, failed to mention many of -the 1nforma1 assessment activities that >

occur because they are used so frequent1y and are so much an- 1ntegra1 part

of the teach1ng process. This possibility influenced the manner in which

\

we conceived and phrased items on the survey . 1nstrument o) that the subJect

of -informal assessment cou1d be explored further.
v . .
> The amount of time these assegsment techniquec take to prepare, admin-

9

ister, and/or grade was also explored. Again, as expected, a wide range of

time‘spent on evaluation in the classroom was reported by the elementary
and secondary teachers interviewed. However, on pursuing this matter it
became apparent that teachers experienced difficulty in providing an exact
estimate of time indices. This was due to a variety of reasons. For one,
some tearhers could simply not remember how long the tests took. Hore
cormonly, it was discovered that teachers allowed different students
varying lengths of time to finish the tests and thus found it difficult to
average the time amounts for all students. When asked about the informal

techniques they used, teachers found it next to impossible to estimate the

time they spent as many of the techndques were ongoing and/or overlapping.

Y P R AT R T



.'_‘eachers, one to 64 percent for elementary and six to 75 percent for secon- oA

* dary. - ’ -

*of the students involved and because the secondary teacher has 1ess time
|
|
|
\

[Nt

A]thouqh the aforement1oned d1ff1cu1t1es were encouLtered during the.

1nterv1ew1ng process - the teachers reports gave some 1nd1cat1on of the time
;\""w

devoted to eva1uat1on The teachers tended to be conservat1ve in-their %E

(' e g “ ,{_f %

est1mates and when ranges of t1me were given for a particuldr assessment
technique, we se1ected the midpoint of this time frame for ana1ys15vpurposes.
The analysis of the data showed that the 22 elementary teachers inter—
viewed. spent an average of - approx1mate1y 11 percent of the1r reading and
math 1nstruct1ona1/c1ass time assess1ng the1r students The 22 secondary T ,’ é
teachers reported that about 24 percent of their Eng11sh and math'c1ass?g§ :

t1me was Spent on evaluation. The proportion of total classroom timeé

g1ven over to assessment was qu1te large for both elementary and\secondary

3

At first glance it appeared on the average that the secondary teachers

-

spent more time assessing their students than the elementary tedchers.

However, when looking at the responses concerning the type of assessments

given, the vast majority of the secondary teache 's' responses were for

formal pencil-and-paper tests. Perhaps more formal testing is occurrdng

at the secondary level than at the elementary grades because of the ages

for the use of informal techniques and/or observations. As the elementary
4 B
teacher usually soends the full school day with the same group of students,

‘he/she has more opportunity for 1nforma1 eva1uat1ons and less need for the

more formal ones. Also, because the informal techniques were not cited by

the teachers as frequently as the more formal ones, the difference in the

e
(@)
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percentages of time allotted to eva]uatioh_by the two sets of teachers was
- quite 1arge SN :

Com

El

.. The analysis also showed similar resu]ts for the tota1 amount of time

the teachers spent on eva]uat1on. This total time includes the preparation,

, administration, and grading of tests/assessments. The elementary teachers

reportéed on the average,that«15 percent of their time (which inc]hdes

instructiona] and non- instructional/p"eparation time) was spent on assess-

v A

men* whﬂe the secondary teachers spent 34 percent of their tﬁon the

‘same The ranges renorted by the e1ementary and secondaryoteac rs were

three to 56_percent and nine to 69 percent, respect1ve1y Aga1n teachers'

?tendency not to report informal assessments and the use of many more formal

eva]uat1on techniques at the secondary 1eve1 may account for some of the

d1fference in the amount of time spent on assessment in elementary and )

fo iy
I

secondary c]assrooms

Range of Tests Adm1n1stered

F1e1dwork 1nd1cated that a wide range of test were be1ng administered.

For examp]e, standardized tests, such as the Comprehens1ve Tests of Basic

 Skills (CTBS), the Metropolitan Achievement Test-(MAT), Iowa Test of Basic

Skills and of Educatjonal DeveTooment (ITBS, ITED), etc., were administered
in each school d1str1ct v1s1ted '_ R ‘ .
Curr1cu1um—embedded tests of various types were also given everywhere,
but almost. exclus1ve1y at the elementary grade levels. Most of the currf-
cu]um-embedded'tests accompaniad commerc1a11y-producedt elementary-grade’
ser1es ln math and reading. Among those given frequent]y wereplacement

tests the "unit" or "cr1ter1on" tests designed to assess achievement on a

specific portion of the curricylum; and the "end of the book" tests (i.e.,

those the student took at.the completion of a given reading or math "level").

i
i
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M1n1mum competency” tests were given in two of the d1str1cts : In one

case they were d1str1ct-deve10ped and included four separate instruments
~assess1ng fundamenta] math £k111 and four assess1ng sg1lls 1n the 1anguage

B
ye

: v " arts. These tests were g1ven at the high school leve f and passage of all
eight was required for g:-aduation. "In the second district, an %nstrument
: ‘ developed by the‘state for admipistratioa to ninth grade students included
the geﬁeral domains of reading; mathematics, and writing. Its function. '
L was only diagnostic. ‘

3

A stateq}de assessment measure was given annually in_one district to

» . [

a matrix sampling Qf students at eertain‘e1ementary and high schob] levels.

Ind1v1dua1 ‘'student scores were not reported to schools, butaggregat1ons by '

3 -

grade-1eve1,.schqu and d1str1ct were prov1ded on various subsk11ls in
reading, mathematics, and writing. o ) v
District tests, district-constructed and mandated f;r'use district

wiae; were part of.the assessment picture in two of the three districts'

visited.

) §chool-, departmenta1-, aad/or grade-level tests were found in tﬁVe :

* school sites. One high schoo]R‘for instance, had just developed aqq admin-
jstered a writing sample in all grade‘]eye]s. 'Departments in several high

schools had teacher-de4e1oped mid-terms and finals for barticular courses.’

And in two elementary schools in one of "the distriéts, teams of teachers

at particular grade levels constructed and gave common tests keyed to their

social studies curriculum.
}, . . Diagnostic instruments were also emp]dyed largely, but by specialists

" such as remedial reading ‘instructors, teachers of the "learning disabled"

*.and "emotionally handicapped," and Title I program staff members. Almost




. as ways. of .evaluating students progress., z’“’These same types of "measures

" vidual respondents said they'themselves made of test scores and other _ )

15

!
3

¥

all of these were found: in elementary schools. '~ e .

~ - .
. %
3

Teacher-constructed tests,(qu1zzes, and the 1ike were, of course, . :

'5 ~ ’
PR % : .

extant- 1n every s1te. : ‘ - P s ;

o-‘z,

Other measures of student ach1evement were also preva]ent in a11 .

i
"

classrooms In the e]ementary grades, students' daily worksheets, c1ass¢‘

»

room performance, a1ong w1th homework and other” assignments, were mentioned Lo
were among those used by high schoo1 teachers. The latter also c1ted -
conferences w1th students, peer eva]uat1on of classroom reports, oral

quizzes and quest1on-answer sessions, group d1scuss1ons, and a wide variety

of written assignments as assessment ‘techniques. ) , 1

Range of Reported Uses ‘ B
D1st1nct patterns of use also grew out of fieldwork ana]ys1s, which - y

suggested that test scores and other assessment results were used for a

finite rnmber of purposes across the sites visited. At the classroom level,

there was little schoo}-to-school or district-to-district variation in the

range «of uses resnondents reported Eleven types of uses for assessment

information were 1nduct1ve1y der1vab1e from the specific comments of educa- g

3

_tors interviewed. Recall that the uses listed below are those which indi-

.student assessment "data."

1) Referral to and/or placement in special programs, appropriate :
classes, appropriate "tracks," etc. ) P

2) Within-classroom fflacement of students at appropriate levels . é
in individualized programs, in reading or math groups, in :
occasjonal, temporary skills remediation groups, etc. ‘




. PR Y
> ‘s

3) Planning instruction: "figuring-out my class' strengths,"
: "learning-what the group needs," "getting feedback so I know
. _what we have to go over again," "working with one of my grade-
. ‘level groups of teachers to dECTdL what areas they need to
étrengthen," etc.. A , :

Monitorina student's progress "seeing how they're doing as’
. we go alondy! "just getting a sense:of whether they're learning

4)

5)’

6)
7)

~anything."”

'

Holding students accountable for doing assigned work, main-

taining:class discipline.

Assigning report card'grades.

o

Certifying students'

competency for promotion, high school

graduation
8) Counseling and advising students about how they are doing,
about their preparation for future courses and academic goals,
about their achievement, motivation potential, etc. .
9) Informing parents of how their children are doing in regularly
scheduled conferences, at "back-to-school" nights spec1a1
meetings, when problems arise.

Reporting to higher organizational levels within the district
=-to the-principal, district officey the school board--on
stucent achievement

10)

11) Comparing groups of students with others, judging how a class,
% school or district is performing relative to others

Patferns of Assessment Results Use . ' L

4

“From the resnondents' comments about how they used the results of

. particular tests and -other assessmehté”We developed a coding scheme to
index the importance of particular resolts for particular purposes.
simple scheme depicted the use of a score or result for a given ourpose as:
,’(1) the sole information source used; (2) one of two or three major sources;
(3) oneiof_many sources; (4) a verification source, i.e., used ancillarily

to check decisions or conc1USions already reached based on other information

.

souroes; and (5) not used, 51mp1y administered.. 4

This




“Interview data from the 44 classroom teacbers included 330 descrip-

tions of how results of particular tyqeé of aséessmept were'useq.* They

also included Zi §tatements that the respondents did not use results of

‘types. of measures that they .administered.

" As Table 1 indicates, teachers rarely used only one type‘pf,assessmentﬂ

information to make a given decision or. accomplish a given purpose.

Only

5.1 percent of the uses cited (ineluding statements of non-use) were "sole

source" uses,

$ .
. results used alone to make a given decision.

In two-

thirds of the cases, results from a partieular type of assessment were used

as one among many types ef‘information employed for the particular purpose

at hand,
) Table 1
Overallpatterns of Assessment Resu]ts Use
_Functional Importance
One of ' .
Several .| One of Verifi- .
Sole " Major many cation Not Jotal
Source |- Sources Sources | Source | Used .
Instances - ' -
Mentioned 18 © 65 237 10 21 351
(5.1%) { (18.5%) | (67.5%) (2.8%) [(6.0%) (100%)

In short, it appeared that teachers were most likely to look at a -

variety of different kinds of information as they make the judgments,

routine professional

ana]ysec, and reports they must make as part of their

activitieg..

g .

.

-2 I

Redundant uses for different tests of the same type were dropped out in

collapsing the 346 tests/assessmept means cited into the eight types of

assessmant 11sted earlier 1n this- section.
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Test _information .used as scle_and major criteria: If most means of

K

assessment provide information that is used jointly wi%h others, which

-~

‘means do seem to provide information that functions as a sole or major

criterion in teachers' activities? Table 2 provides an answer in overview.

o © Tablé 2

Types of Tests Used by Teachers
as Sole and Major Sources of Inférmation for any Purposes
3

Total* - Count Total:

"rest . ~ Citations’ (Columi %) ' Sole & Major
" Tye . ATl L, Sole Major. (% total
yp 3 Levels Source Source in Table)
. 6 5 11
Standardized < 43 . v(33.'3) (7.7) (13.2)
Curriculum 63 5 — 12 17
Embedded ‘ . (27.8)‘ (18.5) (20.5)
District .19 .1 6 7 .
Objective-Based (5.6) o (9.2) (8.5) ¥
M1 1mum 12 0 w0 0
Competency+ : (0.0) ?0—%) e (0.0)
Statewide 10 - 0 0 B 0
Assessment : (0.0) (0.0) - (0.0)
School/Department 17 ' 0. g 9
Grade-Level (0.0) (13.8) 0, 8
Individual Teacher- 101 5 15 ‘ 20
Constructed (27.5) (23.1) ‘;_&(24.,'1)
3 . hd
. .. . . 0 6_‘; o7 v 0 ,
Diagnostic 11 (..0) (0.0) » ™' (0.0) .
' ) it} 19 *
Other 75 (5.6) (27.7) (22.9) -
Y . 83
TOTALS 351 18 65 (100.0)

* Count of all instances in which test type was mentwned as used m any
way, including "not used" category

+ Minimum competency tests were used as the sole source for dec1d1ng
. whether stydents graduated from high.school on one district, but this
decision wdS not made.by classroom-teachers or other school level
pract1t10ners

Oyr
~;3
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From the above, a picture began to emerge of:teachers drawifg: upon

many types of assessment to do their routine instruction-related work.

. ,‘,_‘

And the f1e1dwork data suggested that the types of assessment they use

most frequently in this rout1ne,work tended to be those that are

* most 1mmed1ate1y access1b1e to teachers and which prov1de most
immediate results; those over which they have most control--can

7#3 administer when uhey choose and can see the.results promptly;

Those which purport “to serve functions isomorphic w1th the tasks
teachers must routinély do; i.e., curr1cu1unkembedded placement .. -
tests figure significantly in placement dec1s1qns* records of
nrogress through a continuum for placement in a continuum; tests
tnat teachers design or text publishers produ;e for measuring
achievement on a unit of instruction for monitoring progress and -~
grading students on that unit, etc.

Y
©?

those which teachers deem to "cover" most exact]y the content of
the .material they:are teaching.

“In short, those tests teachers see as linked most closely 'to the rou-
tine, practical activities of their everyday professional 1lives afe those‘
they use most often. Additionally, the phenomenological evidence of every-

‘dqyexperience with students plays gn important role in‘teachers' assessments
of them.

The single exception to this genera11zat1on appears to occur in the
use of standardized tests. For the most part, teachers used cthese for
general reference, to get an initial sense of how, their new classes "look"
relative to others, or as a normative reference point against which to
guage progress--exciat, it seems, when they are required to do otherwise

g t

by district mandate.

Test “information that is not used: In 21 instances, teachers said’

they did not use the results of one or another type of test that théy gave.

Ten teachers mentioned their non-use of standardized test results; seven

<,
N



’ . . \
‘nentioned non-use of statewide assessment. In the case of the latter,

- *

\_]", L o
teachers had no access to students' .individual scores or results aggregated

v "0
.

by class.

e o
X b

" The above descriptiongxpg‘én to indicate some of the activities in
which @ssé;sment'reshlts play a definitive or°major role. Table 3 provides
a comnrnhen§ive picture of the purposes for“which they do so. |

e Tgb]e 3

Purposes for Which Teachers Use Various Types of Assessment Results
as- Sole and Major Information Sources

Count: Number of Citations

o . Purposes Sole  Major  Total (% Table Total)
PTanning Instruction 1 9 10 (12.1%)
'ﬁe?errai7FIaceﬁEnt: '

Special Program ° 1;,4 5 9 (10.8%)
Within-Class Grouping

& Individual Placement . 7 18 25 (30.1%)
Holding Students Accountable o

for Work, Discipline 1 6 U (8.9%)
Assigning Grades ° 0 9 9 (10.8%)

. Monitoring Students' Brogress 0 % I3 (7.2%)
Counseling & Guiding Students 5 8 13 (15.6%)
Informing Parents 0 1 1 (1.2%)
Reperting to District
Officials, School Board, etc. 0 2 2 (2.4%)
Comparing Groups of . -

Students, Schools, etc. 0 1 1 SI'Z%)
*Certifying Minimum Competency O 0 0 (0.0%)
18 65 83

. TOTA

*Note: In one district visited, tests of minimum competency were required
for high school graduation. Respondents, however, took this as obvious
and rarely mentioned that they served in this way. When they did speak ‘of

~ the uses of minimum competency results, they described their uses for
.. ~other purposes.

. As Table 3 shows, test scores seemed totﬂay an important role in

student placement decisions. In 40%9 percent of the instances ‘in which

~ -

4
4
~'L -




results as sole and major information sources equaled 23.6 percent of the

.
=

teachers reported that they used-assessment results as a sole criterion or

a majoéf%yiterion, the placement of learners was at issue. The.use of:

scores AS a major basis for ih-é]ass g]acement was especially frequent.
§g@ﬂ§gx; Most often, teachers seemed to conside}'the results of

§evera1 éypes of assessment’ collectively in arr{ving at a particular decision

or carrying out a particular activity. When they reported departing from

this practlce, it was more often in the d1rect1on ‘of we1gh1ng test scores

s

more heav11y than 1n the direction of counting them less. (Cmtat1ons of .

®

total; citations of results not being used or used only in verifica?ion

equaled 8.8 percent of the total.) The placement of students seemed to be
an activity in which the resglts of one test or type of test may count more

neavily than in others.

'Relationships Between Types of Tests and Categories of Use

4
.o

Table 4 summarizes the test type/use type relationships reported by
both the elementary .(n=22) and secondary {n=22) -classroom téachers inter-
viewed. The table indicatés that the main uses of test and other assess-
ment results include: : ' (

Planning for instruction

Grouning students and placing them at 1eve is of 1nd1v1dua11zed
programs w1th1n classrooms

Grading

' Monitoring students' progress, i.a., keeping track of how they are

doing over time.

% . o

-t
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~ Table 4 ] - ' f'
» . . ‘Types of Tests and the Uses of Thefr Results ' '

N - L L ) Type of Test
USES

Yy RO
N

4 .. Counts: )
P -+ Elementary Secondary
i, 1. . - Cell Total

3 N e St
] | Y

Planning
Instruction ~

» Referra]/P]acément:

Within Classroom
Grouping & Individual
Placement .

N ' Ho]ding'Students 3.0 - ) ' q4 4 2
Accountable for Work,| 8 3 g ' .
; ~ Discipline - - ’ -

Assigning Grades 0 1
&

=)
1o
o
loo
=
LY

e
—
~J
JA
[=]
fun

]

. ; Monitoring Students’
- Progress .~

Counseling & Guiding |1_ 2 2 0 : . 2 8 1
Students .

M Informing Parents

ld -'
B
[

[[X)
=)
1LY
[[=}
[=]
[=]

=)
=)
|
1=)
=
=3
1<)

——
1~

: Reporting to District } 0f2 o . 3 0 |6 0
) Officials, School 2
R doard, etc.

] Comparing Groups of
; Students, Schools, |l '} 1
- . _ete, .

[T=)
{—
i~
=)
[=]
1=
[[~=}
[[~=}
fw
-

—
(=]
—

o

jo

(=}

.

([=}

[[=]

| =

jw

Certifying Minimum o1 : . . 2 1

Coipetency,

[[=]

g e

TOTAL o
Use CITATIONS
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L
’—0
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'Faplicis Staterents:
"NOT USED"

Total Citations




Sunﬁbrz. The exploratory fieldwork indicated that the sample teachers ’

most fkn;uently drew on the results of three types of assessment. Thesg

are (})etheir'self-constructeg tests, quizzes, and written assignments, (2)
other ;sgessment techniques that they devised or chosé to seek out and use,
such as class discussions, peer evaluations of work, confere&ces with stu-
dents} talks with students® previous teachers, oral reading sessions, g%c.;‘
and (3) curriculumenbedded tests--those that come with district-made cur-
riculum "packages" or commercially published texts, kits,'and the Tike.
“They appeared to use éach of these three types especially, But others as
well, in accomplishing a variety of purposes. That is, teachers seemed To
refer to each kind of assessment result for méking a variety .of judgments,
jdﬁt as they seemed to make a éivenldecision by referring to a variety of
assessment results. Principals seemed to engage in similar practice,
although the test scores they used most often and"the purposes fqy which
the}nused them most frequently differed from those of the teachers. Ali
this suggested, of course, that the national survey should examine patterns .
of test type/test use relationships. It should not aésume simple one-to-one
cofrespondences between a test-score and a use.

Teachers most frequently cited test scores and other assessment results
as sérving them in four activities: Planning instruction, grouping and
p]ac{ng students in a continuum of objectives within thé classroom, assign-
ing grades, and monitoring students' progress over time. Counseling,
guiding, and othér use seemed to follow from the factors previously dis-
cussed.

A final point is worth noting ’again. Returning to Table 4,
it is obvious that some activities for which teachers use student a;sess-

ment results are relatively "under-mentioned."” For instance, conferences with

.
]
sieh
"
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school 1§ve1

‘which teachers use test 1nformat1on are, in fact,

‘ hensive picture overall,

24

parents are-a routine part of teachers' work, especia]]y at the elementary

A talk with any teacher about his/her students inevitably:

1nc1udes compar1sons with students in other classes or school students in -

.

prev1ous years, and so forth That these’ act1v1t1es were cited re]at1ve]y

1nfrequent1y as uses of assessment was troublesome to us In talking W1th:

‘teachers however, it became evident that many of the pract1ca1 tasks for

"transparent" to them.
That is, they are so much a part of everyday 1ife that they go un- not1ced
They are.treated,~1itera11y as unremarkable. That this is so is probably A
best illustrated by a comment made by a high school assistant principal in

the first district visited, who explained in the same breath that they did

not pay much attention to CTBS scores in his high schoo1 because the typical '

freshman entering the school was "two years, at least, below grade level.“

This should serve as a caveat that TabJe 4, and the discussion which
has followed from it, is not a complete p%cture of the frequency with which
the teachers interviewed use test'results tor certain purposes. But,

given the open-endéa nature of the interviews, it is very 1likely a compre- .

assessment resu]ts serve.

P11ot-test1ng of the Nat1ona1 Survey. Quest1onna1re

- As further work in the design of our national survey, approximately

70 elementary ;eachers, secondary teachers, and principafs in a Southern
California school district responded early in 1981 to the draft versions of

the elementary, secondary, and principal questionnaires. Of the 70 respon-
dents, 36 were elementary teachers. At the time of preparing this %aper,
we were able to tabulate those elementary teachers' resgonses to see what

similarities and disparities might exist between pilot-test work, the

7
23

of the kinds of uses that the test and-other :




f]eldwork " and-earlier CSE Study of Test Use. . ‘ - \
* Tables. 5 and 6 sunmar1ze the p1lot data regrad1ng the number of. types
. of tests used in the classroom and the number, of adm1n1strat1ons of those
.~ test types Tab]e 5 shows that teacher-constructed tests (11ne1D) were the
most‘connnn type of formal assessment for math and the second most connnn
type of assessment for read1ng (beh1nd commercial tests) .

»

Tab]e :6 indicates that teacher-made .tests and qu1zzes are the @st

frequent1y adm1n1stered type of c]assroom assesgment. This corroborates

v

N Yeh’s (1978) f1nd1ngs. However a caut1onary note must be sounded aga1n

TR i s
*

Gy <t

: regard1ng the reported number of adm1n1strat1ons Nh11e not exact the '

”

. est1mates are approx1mate but st111 much h1gher than those g1ven for other

Sy a0y
: >

i

- CRA

-

y test categorles. - ' . G

o 0

g yrocey

“ o ) E

5 . /One more po1nt should be made about the p110t q1est1onna1re resu1ts °
The grand totals of both tab]es shoﬂ -more testing in read1ng than in math
e ,Thjs is at variance with other findhngs (see Yeh,_}978) and may be due to
any.of severgl factorsfr The final result$ of the Test Use Project will

. ’ ‘ ’ -
: _ address this and other. questions of interest regarding how tests are used.
' . : s
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Table 5 . \

‘ ' " Types of Tests and Their. Frequency of Use R
" i ) SRR ‘ ~ Reading/ ' . TH
R oL : Language — <

T : Arts  + Math Cx

) A, - Tests Inc'iuded with Comerma]ly Published .
b Curr1gu1um Materia]s By . o ] 67 . 24

’ .
W F e s

‘

8. Distri ct Neveldped Tests ' .3 15’

Wi Fan ki oy 2 E

.o C. .Tests Developed by School/Department/Grade , X ‘ . ‘.{;
A iy P Leve] : »4 ‘ 13 . 18 LT -

s Teacher Developed Tests And Quizzes L 53 34 o
- E.. Written Ass1gnments Used for Assessment | 66 15 . o
';F -'rfliec_e'llaneous Teache;‘ Made Ass;semen't L. s ' . 85 I
N Grand Total - : S ‘ 262 191 . .
e . Table 6 o - “
e Types of Tests and The1r Number of* Admm‘(sl:ratwns Per Year- ' |
T ."" | . . Reading/ ‘
S S o P |
A Tests Included with Commercially Pubhshed ) Co
Ve Curhculum Materials ‘ . 513 496 T
B( D1str1ct Neveloped Tests ' 3n 349
" C.‘Tests. Developed by School/Department/Grade | . o
" Level 92 76 o
«D: "Teacher' Dev_élope‘d'\Tests And Quizz’es_ ) 1,330 1,302 t
‘E.’:. Nﬁ?’cep‘As{signments Used for Assessment ' 1,214 ‘ 278 -
CE e rand Total - 3,520 2,501 L
o ;
| oo 31




THE DESIGN OF TESTING PROGRAMS ’ - oo .
. NITH MULTIPeE AND COMPL'MENTARY USES R ‘ BRI

James Burry

Introduction L .

Some of the d1scu551on on testing has recently begun to sh1ft away ‘ -}%%.y
from the pure]y soc1a1 and&nsycholog1ca1 issues toward a -concern W1th ¢ )_. K ,.‘ ::
11nkages between test1ng and 1nstruct1on Th1s recent discussion v1ews ‘
as\cne element in a.broad set of assessment methods whose impact-on and _‘_33
value for students and -teachers is judged in. terms of 1nstruct1ona1 prac- j, o
tices‘ A prime quest1on 1nforming that Judgment is -- Does a part1cu1ar »-"
assessment method he]p in the day-to-day world of school anJ:classroom
decision making, especially in regard to diagnostic gnd prescriptive -
Ldecisions about individnals and groups of students? A related question is
--What assessment methods which are useful in classrooms and schools alsoﬁ
have relevance for other levels of decision making in the educationa] Sys-
tem; decisions related to external.accountability -and to ciStrict, state}
andifederal policy ccncerns? | ) ' L | :

As instructional c?nsiderations have come jnto-préminence, the d%alogue "gg_
‘over testing has become somewhat adversaria], with a great deal af the
'recent 11terature forming a series »f p051t1on papers espousing the value
of one kind of test over another but offerr1ng Tittle empirical data
(Lazar—Morr1son, Polin, Moy, & Burry,.1980). ‘A great deal of this debate
is~carried out by pecpie oﬁtside the schoofs;'the locus of the debate
implicitly h1gh11ghts the need to hear from teachers pr1nc1pals, and other oy
school peop]e 1nvolved in 'daily classroom act1v1t1es .

Th1s paper makes a pre11m1nar/ step toward explicating school peoples’

-

po1nts of view about the kinds of assessment that are useful for external '
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accountability concemns and for instructional decision making. More par-

N

L0 ) ‘t1cu1ar1y, the. paper W111 beg1n that exp11cat1on by descr1b1ng those

= . E]EHEntS in planning and des1gn of assessment programs which seem to 1ead

;é;\ . to the col]ect10n of 1nformat1on wh1ch has myltiple and complementary uses.

}F ; In providing this information, I w111 be descr1b1ng the assessment practhes—~7____ﬂ E
}%' te ’1n some of the schools in the three districts that were ‘part of our explora- .

. tory f1e1dwork in CSE's Test Use Project -- a nat1ona1 survey of test1ng %

practxces and test use in public elementary and secondary schools. ‘Jhe

uc

. ' nfonnat1on I report here was collected in a series of 1nterv1ews with

$

teachers, counselors, dnd principals in the schoo]s of these three districts.

=

- . The $ketch draws heav11y on a content anaTys.s of the responses of the
il N, A &
Al X . .
p- ; peop]e 1nterv1ewed - ey

EOR s =Y
-

Content analysis of the taped transcriptions suggest, that five factors

seem to converge in the design of "exemplary" assessment programs: )

(1) state testing policy and requirements ‘ N , . '§
< (2) coherence of schoo1/d1str1ct testing policy and requ1rements
: (3) teadership in the 1nstruct1ona1 uses of assessment information 'y

» (4) 7locus of ownership in the assessment program
(5) recognition that no single test can serve (nor is intended to
serve) the “information needs of decision makers who reflect a
variety of interests from broad program accountability to specific
classroom practice.

While we had not intended fieldwork to provide a nicture of "exemplary"
test use, analysis of responses did suggest a tentative picture of how' con-
textual factors may converge to make tests appear usable. As will be seen
1ater, the district which seems to have the most successful program -- suc-

cessfu1nfrom the standpoint of reconc111ng or balancing external testing

"J“"
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requirements with school-level uses of testing -- assumes an organizational.

posture which has a?enents of centrélisntEhd diffusiveness. Put another

'way, this means that an organization and ifsaconst1tuent parts can be

“Iooseiy -coupXed“ in sorme Tegards and more t1ght1y coup!ed in others

(For.a d1scussxon of these organ:zac ‘onal bauses and their effect in eval-

uation see Bank & W«]Tiams 1981). This var1ab1e posture appears to lend
1tse1f to mult1p1e uses of assessment jnformation: uses.which are central
and concergfd w1th external accountability and report1ng requ1rements and
uses wh1ch are spread out and reflect the decision needs of individual
schools qnq c]assrooms. I am not suggest1ng that a ba]ance of central

authority qnd.dispersed decision making is the on]y approach to the suc-

cesful- design of an assessment program with multiple uses. But it appears

to bé fhe-approach thét has evolved, over time, in this particular district,

and it seems to reflect not only organizational reality but the careful

determination of various decision needs and specification of an ‘assessment

" information system that will meet these needs.

Assessﬁgﬁt ordbrans oft§n intend to provide information foruse at
local, stéte, and/or federal policy levels. Often fhe program will tend to
emphasize theinfbrﬂwtion needs of one of these , levels to the exclusion of
the others. Many assessment programs appear to be driven, or are perceived
by the people in them, to be driven more by broad, external accouwtab111ty
than by ccncerns for c]assroom- and schoo]-specific_informat1on. (This
issue’of external "linkages" is also dicussed in Bank & Williams, 1981.)
Audiences assdciated with these external rqqgirements often ask for assess-
ment information that can be used to compare educational programs rather

than to show the growth of individual pupils in terms of a specific set of

- .




educational objectives. A school system which tends to respond more to $

tﬁé extgrna] audience than to others frequently relies on the collection and
aﬁé]ysis,of pupils' scores on a norm-reférenced test. It may be criticizedgﬂ
féralack of concern with individual students and their orr.th in a given
cﬁassro;mzfno§uch system was discovered in the present study) might tend to
reiy more on c}iterion-referencéd bf objectives-based tests to provide
.infﬁrmation for diaﬁhoétic and pre§cript{vgjinformqtion. A school system
ta%ing thif posffidn might be subject to quesfﬁons about the educational
significance of fhe scores obtained on this kind of test -- What do they
mean? Do they show whethér the learning that has taken place is important,
or trivial? How do tﬁe scores obtained on theséctésts compare‘with the scores
obtained on cher kinds of tests?

A school sysyém might attempt to reconcile both kinds of information )
needs, to examine the\operant'assessment requirements, to investigate their -
own assessment needs, to determine which kinds of infﬁrmation will address
the range of needs, to decide which kind of measure is most appropriate for
generating the information addressing a particular decisidn area, to, specity
for its partiéipants:;he intended uses of various mea;ures, and xhds design
2 coherent assessment"brogram which is perceived to have a variety of over- ‘
lapping uses.

One of the districts we spent time in appears:to have developed this
kind of assessﬁent program, fThe\two other districts we visited are trying

to move 4n this direction, but still seem to be more concerned, or at least

their teachers feel they are more concerned, with external accountability '

issues.
N
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THE THREE SCHOOL DISTRICTS

> *
5.

District One ( . k

4
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Tﬁis school district, Tocated in the urban ng;tneast, nas‘24 efementahi:
schools (kindergarten to grade 6 primarily; a few are K-8), 2 middle schcols Ch .
(grades 7:8), and 3 high schools (grades 9-12). ‘Total enrolltent.is. 27,000, 7;
. With approximate1y=59% Black, 30% Hispanic, and 20% Anglo and other com-

- bined. The district has approximateiy 18'schools that are Titlg I eligible.

\ The state in which th1s district 1s located has a m1n1mum competency«

testing program which is still in a formative stage of 1mp1ementat1on. . _ . ;v

While no final determination had been made at' the t1me data were collected,

»choc1 dist;%ct otficiais did not anticipate that tﬁé proficiency test .

would become a requ1rement for high school graduat1on: ‘By the provisions

of the state requirement, whwch focuses on "educat1on evaluation, and

i : remed1a1 ass1stance," all 9th graders are tested for nrof1c1ency. Any -

‘ student scoring below ,a certain cut-score (estab11shed by the state) must

receive remedial ass1sstance from the local schoo]/d1str1ct The(state d . ]

. . N
requ1red test1ng covers the areas of reading/language arts, mathematics, o

and also calls for a student writing 'sample. s |

Beyond the state“required minimum competency testing program, the . L. ﬁ

‘ d1str1ct has its own test1ng program which is a]so in a format1ve stage 1

of development, This d1str1ct testing program deals with the areas of )

reading and communication arts, and includes the use of a 1oca11y developed

criterion-referenced measure. This‘testxis structured by grade, scone, and
sequence, is 1ntended to provide mastery data, and is administered by

teachers and/or reading consultants It becomes part of the student's per-

manent school record and fo]lows him/her from grade to grade and school to
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2y hs part of the disthict's required testing, the Metropolitan Achieve-

. southwest. This district has over 100 eleméentary schools, 20 junior high {'“

competency tests; CTBS; test associated with college entrance; and variable

T,

[

school. District officials enticipate that when this test has been fully °

'developed, it will become part -of the district's’respoﬁse to the state

required hinimum'competency testing program.

ment Test (MAT) is used in grades 2 through 8 It is, administered every

springf At the high schooi“level the Comprehensive Test of Basic SkilTs I
(CTBS) is- administered in the 11th grade.’

e

The district test, which is accompanied by a spec1fic curriculum is . 1 "

. supposed to be administered in all schools as part of an attempt to stan-

LY
S

dardize the curriculum, this is apparently not happening jn actual practice, °

however.

District Two * | S

The second district we visited is located in an urban area'in the

schools,.and 14 high schools. Total district enroliment is a little over

100,000, " ' * . .
, The state in which this district is located has a required minimum .

competeney program fér high school graduation. Loéei districts can use a - :

state developed test or select/develop their own. This district has devel-.

oped its own competency program to meet the state requirement. Among the °

tests in use in elementary schools are: CTBS; the state assessment program;

the district competency test; and variable use of a range of gurriculum-

)

'embedded tests and teacher observation and classroom interaction’. Among the

test in use in the high schools are: the state assessment program; district

use of teacher ccastrucied measures and classroom observation and interaction.




L District Three

?

The third district visited, which derwnstrated multiple and exemb]ary v
. R

. Tweet

uses ‘of .assessment information, is located in a rural community in the R
é mid-west. This district has seven e]ementary'échoo]s,'iﬁree junior high

r schools, and one high schob]. Total gistrict enrol]@ént‘is a little ovefﬂz.
'5,000 students, of whom oniy 6 percent are ﬁinoritiqs.

- ‘ The state in which this district is located has no required minimal
competenc} or proéicieﬁcy testing: The only stafé;}equirement is that
districts must <identify spudents needs and set plans to ﬁeet desired lTevels
of achievement. | _ .

Among:%he tests used are the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS, grades
3-8), the iﬁwa Tests of Educational Development (1TED, grades 9-12), the
Cognitive Abilities Tests (CA}, grades 1,3,6, and 9), disfricf/schoo] de-

. veloped objectives-based tests, and durricb]umﬁenb;dded tests.

Sciwols in this dist}ict also enjoy the resources of an Area Education -
- N Agency (AEA). One of the functions of this agency i3 to provjdé technical
assistance to schools and individual teachérs who have questions, probiems,
and neéds in“testing; —

This district differs from the first and secona on some important
dimensions. 1In the third district, the fairly well accepted, district/
school develcped tests reduce th; amount d?‘time'that teachers spend con-
structing and administering their own tests (especially af the e1ementan5
schools), fhus freeing_instructianf staff, foi other tasks. There 1oéa11y
developed tests are largely seen as complementing the use of standardized

tests, and serving different, though ré]atedfdecision needs. In addition,

with greater acceptance of district testing there seems to be a clearer '

4
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sense among the teachers of both the "district" itself as an educational
system and its testin§ policy and intentions,;whiQh teachers do not seem to

see as threatening. L

EAD R
yuch bf the{ﬁ@ﬁOrmation provided by the respondents seem to reflect

needs, issues, pﬁd concerns about three 1evels'of decisions (Baker,. 1978)
that might need to be made on the basis of assessment information. Le;el

1, refiecting information,neéﬁéxto make decisions about individual students,
is of prime concern among. teachers, specialists, guidance counselors.

Level 2, reflecting information needs to make decisions about groups of
students within a school,” is also of concern for some tegchgﬁs; but some-
whét more so among department chaitpeop1e, grade level coord{nators, and
principals. Level 3, reflecting information needs to make decisions about

* groups across schools,'is the conéern of decision makers at lEA, SEA,

-

‘federal levels, and the genbra] sublic.
TEST USES/ISSUES IN DISTRICT ONE

In one of the schools 1in this district, aﬁ elementary schbo],‘respoﬁ-
dents do not appear to value the district testing program. There is an
impression that the administration, which had been receqtly appointed, was
selected to gtress the d;st%ict program and the need for accountability at
the level of the schooi. 'Respondents seem not to see the purpose or the
relevance of the testing program. They do seem po be concerned with the
kinds if tests available, their match with classroom curricular concerns,
and the instructional unit at which thg test has decision making relevance.

@
Teachers here are 1arge1}~concerngd thé; the tests being used do not seem
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to match their instructiona] concerns and related information needs. They

see 11tt1e coherence in the d1str1ct/schoo1 testing policy.

In another elementary school in this d1str1ct the school administra-
tion and some of the curriculum and resource specialists seem to concern
themselves tc an extént with accountab111ty (1evel 3) dec1s1ons, butthe
teachers do not seem overly. concerned with this state of affa1rs It
appears that they not only go about the bus1ness of making their in-class
and in- schoo] (Ieve] 1 and 2) dec1s1ons, but also receive a level of expert‘
assistance in making thesevdecisions that was not encountered in the first
school.

The third school v-.ited in this district was a high school. Perhaps

" the most severe problem at the school is the fact that most of its istiidents

!
do not -graduate. In an attempt to specifically pinpoint student deficien-

c1eJ and make anoronr1ate curr1cu1nn changes, the non-referenced test being
administered -- the CTBS -- is a hope among staff that the district testing
program (ae well as improved use of department tests) will serve as student
motivators and as a means to restructure the curriculu-.

3

District Summary

Several testing issues energe in this district. First, the state-
required testing program is still in a formative stage. The district
testing program, which responds to state competency testing, is equally
recent. The district program seems intended not only to Serve the needs
for competency testing but aleo to help standardize the curriculum district
wide. At one school it is seen by teachers as no more than another account-

ability measure; if it has some instructional value, it is not seen by the

40
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teachers. In this school, ;eachérs'sgem to have little sense of district,

‘or school, testing policj. Teachers seem to feel that reduired testing
. . i

serves only level 3:Qedisions; it helps them ﬁot at all with level 1 and
level 2 decisions and, indeed, may get in the way of teachers using measures
of their own choice for these purposes.

In the second school, teachers seldom mentioﬁed the district testing

program.;.The teaghers hére berhqpé understand ghe purposes of the program
éndrsb feel‘less‘threhte;ed by i%. On‘thé oﬁhe} hand, they simply may not
ca;e either way if it does not get in the way of their c]aséroom activities.
One explanation is that concerns of thé district testing ‘porgram (and level

3 &etisions) are seen in this school as the responsibility of the school
administration and specialists. It appears that these specialisfs, some of
whom are concerned about the amount of testing taking place, use the district
measure n;t only for district concerns but also, whgre appropriate, to help
classroom teachers. with their internal level 1 and level 2 decisions.

In the third scﬁéo], standardized tests admihistered'in the past have
served no purposes in'in;tructional improvement. There is a distinct
impression that the school is assuﬁing a policy of 'wait and see" in the
hope that the new testing .program will help them.

In gzneral, tﬁé'district testing' program seems to suffer from lack of

e AT—

clear policy and guidelines; in only oﬁé‘of the elementary schools was

there any sense of leadership in the instructional use of assessment infor-

-
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mation. It seems that at the high school a ﬁb]icy is emerging which may

Tead to a sense of ‘ownership of the testing program.
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TEST USES/ISSUES IN DISTRICT TWO

o

In one of the elementary schoels in this district, a prime concern of

.. the teachers is’ that tests will be used not only to monitor building pro-

gress, hut also to evaluate teacher performance. The principal feels that
if teachers beleive\they will be evaluated on the basis of test scores, _ . "é

this is acceptable if that is what is required to achieve instryctional’

improvement.
In the second school visited, a high schoot, the impact of minimal ' .}
competency testing and the time devoted to this testing has had a p?ofoqnd . B %é

influence both on teacher attitude toward testing and also toward the uses ' _' G
they make of other kinds of tests.

" In the third school visited, also a high school, the impact of minimal
Eompetency testing was felt to be eJua]]y‘high, influencing not only the
amount of testin§ taking place but also the content of instruction in the

classrgom.

District Summary

The advent of minimum competency testiﬁg has had an observable and,

from the standpoint of some respondenis, a negative effect on regular

classroom instruction and the kinds of resource options made available to
teachers. While the effect~seems to be more pronounced at the high schoo]s,,~_J/
it also seems to have a bearing on the policies of elementary schools visited. p
In may respects, teacher concern for amount of testing, kinds of tests 'é
administered, and the uses to which they are put echo the kinds of respon-

|

ses encountered in the first district visited. This is especially true ;
with respect to minimal competency testing.

|

- - .
USSRV ERNT SRV s o




'Y
e

IR

N
v
£y
5
<
M

AEA, apkjnd of teachers center in whtch adv1ce, techn1ca1)ass1stance, and

-needs, in-which departments and teachers have several opt1ons

I}
e,
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TEST USES/ISSUES IN DISTRICT THREE ..

¥

Ineone of this district's elementary schools, while there were some

~

»

teacher-perce1ved problems with test1ng, teachers seemed to view tests as
a more useful, decision-making tool than wa% the case in the first two
districts. The test selection/development/use inservice offered in this ;

d1str1ct appears to strong]y influence teacher acceptance and use of test,

S

resultsr Of equal 1mportance, howeVer are the services offered’ by the -

actual tests can be'constructedYSelected by teachers. o

Another factor that appears to influence teacher use ofhtests is the-

atmosphere in which testing policy is conveyed. The d1str1ct and school . -
administration seem to set broad test information requ1rements 1ntended to - é
serve both external accountab111ty and internal instructional improvement ' %i

RO R X ST P

(ne of the respondents in the first school visited described the his-

AY

tory of the district's approach to testing and the role of centralized

4 Drian
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training and technjcaI assistance. As a media specialist responsible for

providing "teachers with the materials they need to teach kids," several

A
PN I

years ago he developed an interest in computer assisted instruction. His

i

interest in CAI led to using local computer services for test scoring and .

R

i
7

data analysis. This ‘fed to a district interest in "computer analysis

rather than hand scoring,’ to give you a better idea (of) where.the kids

PRS- S TP SR g

are ... You don't have the time or expertise in the classroom, generally,

to do that; the computer does it in one.fell swoop." This quick'and accu-
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rate scoring service, covering all the various kinds of tests used, is now

1




- technical ass1stance and 1eadersh1p from the AEA and. d1str1ct off1c1als, has

lar to the first in terms of uses of assessment in?ormation. The norm-
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available to ‘any teacher 1n the d1str1ct. Qver the. years, further, the

‘Tink frou CAl to test scoring. and analys1s has led to a further computer "

application. That is, teachers have gradually developed large banks of ' B S

[ . 3 Y
. R

educat ional obiectives,'have written or adapted hundreds'of‘tests items
wr1tt n at vary1ng Tevels of. d1ff1cu1ty, -and: can now resort to the COmputer
files to cal] out a part1cu1ar kind of test For part1cu1ar 1nstruct1ona1 ,;3

purpose. Over the years it appears that 1oca1 teacher 1nvo1vement w1th

N LRt

Ted to a greater degree of test soph1st1cat1on and test use: among teachers
than was the case in district one and two schools. ] e ) . 3

There}ore, wh11e some teachers expressed concerns about such prob]ems |
as the lateness of rece1v1ng results of the standard1zed test as well as
its re]evance\for some ¢lassroom objectives, these criticisms did not carry
over~toete§t%ng in geheral: Indeed, some of the tests used are seen as
inva]uahie for hoth-teachers and students.- Tests a]so seem to be used as

~'u\

1nstruct1ona1 motivators whose results are\d1scussed by teachers and stu- ) L
dents as one more source of diagnostic 1nformat1on The ﬂ1nk between o '
t&%t1ng pol1cy and test use seems c]earer than in the f1rst two d1str1cts

In the third district teachers seem to feel the test1ng’program is in part

their own, to be used for their level 1 and 2 classrooh decisions as wei]

as for school and district accouhtability matters, andfto be tempered by
teachers! professtonal interactions with their students. o ;

The second school visited, also an elementary séhooT,'appeared simi-

°

.\ﬁ

referenced test in use -- the ITBS -- does not appear to receive a great

deal of emphasis for classroom decisions, although it is “useful to the
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§‘f_ : admini;trat%dn in making decfsions_about5buidling-1eve1 effectiveness.
_ District developed and_valjdated tests do. appear to be weighed heavily
for cértg}n kinds of within-class decisions as‘weTl as for teacher self-

. moni toring. For many of these decisions, further, ‘teachers also rely on

L]

tional»decisions. N
AT _'\ ; { The th1rd schoo] visited was ‘a h1gh school Hére gohe'of the scﬁbpl‘
ot | staff interviewed seem knowledgeable (in some cases, almost expert) in

‘ mqpters of testing and test use, in-the math department. Indeed, the school

. . administration hbpes that a model gf the math department will eventually

E transfer to\othér~depa;tments. To bé effectiQe, hoﬁever, they feel this
i?gjv . must ocenr naturally with no direct interference from the ;dministration.

In this sqhob], the prihcipal and associate pr%ncipal.emphasiée the
- .cruci&] role of the district in.sponsoring within-school and centralized

0pportun1t1es for technical assistance in ‘testing. This school also seems

its use, as seen by the schoo] adm1ﬁistrat1on, is as fol]oWS° "We need at
: . 1east one outside measure,, someth1ng outside of our own control .. SO we
t . ' can just have a benchmark ... that we can compare with" in terms of schoo]-
level performance. Beyond that, item analysis of ITED scores might, 1egd
to discussion between the associate principal and a deparfment chair if
. ) test score trends are pobr in ceftain areas. - "Should this indication lead

to course modification? Adding something to instruction? Do .instructors

they don't think it's important?" This kind of discussion suggests a
measure of department autonomy or, at least, nedotiated decision-making.
In this school in general, and in the math department in particular,

45

i ‘ less formal means of assessment in the interests of making fhe best inétruc- '

to exemp11fy the best uses of certa1nfkn1ds of tests. In terms of the ITED,

want to add this area to instructicn? Do they want to 1eave‘it ouﬁ because -
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the echool-developed measures appear to be accepted and used by teachers.
Departmental autonomy 1n testing and the 1nserv1ce and techn1ca1-ass1stance
*’made available appear to have stimulated 1oca1 development of tests that

_ are qu1ck1y access1b1e,f1t teachers pract1ca1 needs , and have h1gh content
é o and cTassroom relevance. Standard1zéd\tests are primarily used by the

-school administration, and seem to be viewed ne1ther as -a thveat nor, as an.

un'necessaryburden by the teachers.

District Summary //
This_d%strict clearly has a different approach to t%sting and testfng
poliéy than the first two. It :;pears that the district establiéhes broad “
policy for schools; and the schoots in turn,.get‘broad po]icy'for the
instructional teams in the elementary.schools and the departments in the -

high schools. Test administration, quality, and level 1 and 2 uses are-

a]so focuﬁed at the Tevel of team or department. In addition both the

d1str1ct centra] office and staff of- the AEA provide act1ve leadership in
i \ the development of tests and their 1nstruct1ona1 uses. Policy {s c]earz
though flexible; it seems to reflect an organizational system whose units,
can Jcouple" or fdecoup]e“'as described in Bank and Ni1iiams‘(1981). A o ;
great deal of the testing appeans to be "owned" by the school unit of con- :

cern--team or department. While teachers seem less likely to rely greatly

G

on the ITBS and the ITED, counselors are available to help interpret these

scores and p]ace them in the larger assessment context for individual

€

teachers. '

Teacher knowledge of tests and testing appears to be greater than in
the first two distriots. There also appears to he more inservice and
there is certainly much more technical assistance available in the third

46 .




district. This seems to have led to the development of tests of higher

qua11ty which apparently have marked 1nstruct1ona1 relevance for the ’
¥

teachers. The testing situation appears to come c]ose to the ideal. That .

_is, the overall testing program:-

R LT

offers. tests oriented-to classroom teachers. * . L

. ‘permits teachers 'to use tests so as to meet the1r prort1ca1 act1v-,
. ities and exigencies . . - )

|
1
y e . ‘does not force teachers to emphasize tests xhat do not fit the1r .
| practical demands

permits teachers to administer/use a variety of tests
SR - . is sensitive to the practical matters of teaching
}f" ’ In thlS d1str1ct further, the merits of different k1nds of,measures
are not discussed; in an advehsar1a1 setting. Instead, the teachers, prln-
ciﬁa]s, ah? district officiale seem to aceept the need for and value in
generating information that will paint the big. (norm-referenced) picture,
that wildl provfde a wide angle view about groups and programs. They don't
over-emphasize this pictura. They also accept the need to generate infor-
mation about the 1ndi§idual students and classrooms (criterion-referenced
E or objectives-based) that together make up the big picture. They don't
| over-emphasize the value of this pictureeither. \

They seem to be using the right kind of test to get the larger aggre-
gate picture, and a series of other equally appropriate measures. to get a
variety of snapshots with a closer focus and with greater detait, of the
§eparafe parts of the picture. The district, the central figure, has sup-
plied the cameira -- the means to get different pictures -- and takes the
kind of shot with the degree of resolution it needs. The schools and
classrooms use the same camera, but they select a kind of film that meets

their needs, .and then choose an angie, focus, and degree of resolution

47
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sensitive enough to éet the series of shots that they ﬁeea. The end resdlit
seems to-be a montage reflecting different degrees of instructional pro-
gress among different aggregates of students at varying points in time.
. The whole is pleasing esthetically and technigallya . . S
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